-/ It would appear that the impact of employee turnover on the organi_,.. , zatlon could hardly be overstated. The cost of replacing a single nonmanagerial employee has been estimated at over $2500 (Mirvis & Lawler, 1977) . Not surprisingly, a large effort has been dedicated to the investigation of the turnover phenomenon; it has been estimated that over 1000 studies and articles have appeared in print on this subject (Muchinsky & Morrow, 1980; Steers & Mowday, in press ). These works have a common thread--turnover is a costly organizational problem and should be reduced (Staw, in press ).
Recent work, however, has questioned the fundamental assumption that turnover is invariably dysfunctional to the organization (Dalton & Todor, 1979; Dalton & Todor, in press (a) , (b); Jeswald, 1974; Muchinsky & Tuttle, 1979; Muchinsky & Morrow, 1980; Staw, in press; Staw & Oldham, 1978) .
Dalton (1981) has suggested that levels of turnover, whether viewed positively or negatively, are overstated. Inappropriate measurement and reporting practices may be factors which lead to a systematic overstatement of the impact of turnover on the organization.
Turnover Recategorized
Comparing the categories in Tables 1 and 2 illustrates a fundamental difference between the traditional model of turnover and a model which identifies. "functional" turnover (Functional turnover is beneficial to the the organization). Notice that in both:tables, cells "A" and "B" are Identical.
It is in the classification of "voluntary" turnover that the essential difference lies. In the traditional taxonomy (Figure 1) , the organization's evaluation of the departing employee is ignored. In the expanded taxonomy (Figure 2) , however, the evaluation of the employee is crucial.
The expanded taxonomy (cells "C" and "D" of Table 2 ) includes two different kinds of "voluntary" turnover (Dalton, Todor & Krackhardt, in press ).
Dysfunctional (cell C) -The individual wants to leave the organization but the organization prefers to retain the individual. This, of course, represents dysfunctional turnover; and, Functional (cell D) -The individual wants to leave the organization, but the organization is unconcerned. The organization has a negative evaluation of the individual. This represents functional turnover--turnover decidedly beneficial to the organization.
Clearly, the effects of these employee separations on the organization would be quite different. The fundamental point is that to combine the cases in the lower cells of This information was then collapsed into two dichotomous metrics to represent the organization's evaluation of the departing employee (Dalton, et. al., in press ):
Qaiyof Employee. If the supervisor indicated that s/he would prfrto hre someone else (responses "'d" or "e") in question 1; OR if the supervisor rated the employee as "inadequate" on question 2, then the employee was considered low quality. Otherwise, the employee was considered acceptable or high quality.
Replaceability of Employee. If the supervisor indicated that an employee would be at least "somewhat easy" to replace (question 3, "la" or "b"), then the employee was considered easily replaced. Any other responses were interpreted to mean that the employee would be "difficult" to replace.
Employees were then placed into one of the four cells suggested by Tables 2 and 3 . Inasmuch as there were two independent evaluative ineasures ("quality" and "replaceability" of employee), separate frequency tables were formed each representing a different concept of employee evaluation. Also, individual separation forms were examined to identify the reason for the voluntary terminations (e.g., retirement, health, family commitment, job adandonment) to determine which separations were under organizational control. Table 1 represents the traditional categorization separating involuntary from voluntary turnover. Focusing on voluntary turnover as the "problem," the organization was experiencing a 32% turnover rate. This is a high percentage. The concern for such a turnover rate was, in fact, the primary reason that the sample organization granted permission for this research effort.
RESULTS

Extent of Functional Turnover
By dividing the "quit" category into dysfunctional and functional components, the turnover rate Is greatly reduced. As indicated in Table 2 , the proportion of turnover that involved valuable or at least acceptable employees is reduced to only 18%. If employees are evaluated by replaceability (Table 3) , an arguably more relevant criterion, the dysfunctional turnover figure is less than 9%.
There are two points which should be noted. First, 9% or 18% turnover rates are not trivial; depending on the circumstances, such a rate could be disastrous. We would argue, however, that, ccteria paribue, both 9% and 18% turnover rates are of less concern than the original 32%. Second, 42% of the voluntary turnover was actually beneficia1 to the organization by the "quality" standard; 185 people voluntarily left over the period who were not reconmmended for rehire and/or were evaluated as inadequate (clearly failed to meet iinimum job requirements). These "quits" represent functional turnover for the organization. By the "replaceability" standard, the results are somewhat more impressive: 314 employees (71o, of the total voluntary turnover) left the organization over the test period who were evaluated as "easy to replace."
Unavoidable Turnover and Organizational Control
It has been suggested that organizational resources cor1mTited to reduce unavoidable turnover is money unwisely spent. Table 4 illustrates the extent to which this aspect of control confuses the reporting of organizational turnover.
(Insert Table 4 About Here)
As indicated in Table 4 , there are substantial portions of both dysfunctional and functional turnover which are essentially unavoidable. Importantly, the unavoidable categories (i.e., temporary, summner, education, health, family commiitment, personal, job abandonment) are provided by the management of the sample organization. Simply, no reasonable intervention would have prevented these separations.
In the case of functional turnover, these unavoidable separations are of little consequence. Frankly, it can be argued that it really does not matter why these individuals left; they are not valued by the organization in any case. With dysfunctional turnover, however, the unavoidable category is of marked importance. If an essential thrust of turnover research involves its reduction, the unavoidable category should be identified. This is particularly true if, as in this case, unavoidable separations amount to 45% or 52% ("quality" or "replaceability") of total dysfunctional turnover.
The "avoidable/controllable" turnover dichotomy should be viewed with some caution. There is no particular reason to believe that employees accurately report their reasons for leaving. Certainly, in some cases it would be easier for employees to say that they were leaving to return to school, for example, when in fact they simply do not like the job. Also, employees may not wish to "burn their bridges" behind them.
Obviously, "reasons for leaving" stated without care may result in a recommendation not to rehire. While the "avoidable" category seems large, it may be somewhat overstated.
DISCUSSION
The invariably negative implications of turnover on the organization have recently been criticized (Dalton & Todor, 1979; press (a), (b); Muchinsky & Tuttle, 1979; Muchinsky & Morrow, in press; Staw, in press; Staw & Oldham, 1978) . Whether a more positive or the traditional view of turnover is taken may be largely function of its measurement. The usual "voluntary/involuntary" dichotomization of turnover may be necessary, but insufficient, to evaluate turnover in its proper perspective. Perhaps by recognizing that turnover may be subject to dysfunctional and functional categorizations and appreciating that certain turnover is, for practical purposes, unavoidable, a more responsible estimate of the impact of turnover on the organization may be determined.
As indicated in the Table 5 compendium, whether relying on a "quality" or "replaceability" criterion, the amount of functional turnover is substantive. This summarization also suggests that the avoidable/controllable dichotomy is a meaningful one. Approximately half of the cases of dysfunctional turnover by either criterion were not avoidable; i.e. Table 5 About Here)
I!
The shaded portions of Table 5 represent dysfunctional turnover which is potentially controllable by the organization. These sections identify personnel who the organization prefers to retain. Also, organizational intervention may actually reduce the incidence of this turnover.
Compare the amounts of controllable, dysfunctional turnover with the total voluntary turnover: 31.7% vs 10.0% by "quality"; 31.7% vs 4.3%
by "replaceability." That may be testimony for overstatement, or at least misunderstanding, of the "voluntary" category. Lastly, individuals categorized as functional or dysfunctional separations may be predictably different from one another. They may, for example, respond to different types of intervention. To the extent that these individuals are dissimilar, organizations may be able to minimize dysfunctional without artificially suppressing functional turnover.
We can agree with Porter and Steers (1973) that our understanding of the manner in which actual withdrawal decisions are made is far from complete. Perhaps the expanded taxonomy may add to a somewhat better understanding. 
